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U.S. Department of the Interior 

Bureau of Land Management 

Little Snake Field Office 

455 Emerson Street 

Craig, CO 81625 

 

DOCUMENTATION OF LAND USE PLAN  

CONFORMANCE AND NEPA ADEQUACY 
 

 

NUMBER:  DOI-BLM-CO-N010-2011-0121-DNA 

  

PROJECT NAME:  Lion Outfitting Special Recreation Permit Renewal for Baker’s Peak 

Outfitting. 

 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:  

 

T. 6N, R. 94-95, 98-101W 

T. 7N, R. 88-90, 93-102W 

T. 8N, R. 89-90, 93-102W 

T. 9N, R. 89-102W 

T. 10N, R. 90-101W 

T. 11N, R. 86-101W 

T. 12N, R. 86-101W 

 

APPLICANT:  Zach Weber 

 

A. Describe the Proposed Action 

 

The proposed action is to issue a Special Recreation Permit (SRP) to Baker’s Peak Outfitting.  

Baker’s Peak Outfitting applied for an SRP for day use only, with no camping on public lands.  

The purpose of this permit is to provide lion hunt guiding and outfitting on public lands in Game 

Management Units 2, 3, 4, and 5 within the boundary of the Little Snake Field Office throughout 

the lion hunting season as defined by the Colorado Division of Wildlife.  

 

This would be for both foot and vehicle use. Typical annual use is 12 clients. All operations will 

be in compliance with the Special Recreation Permit Terms, Conditions and Stipulations (see 

Attachment 1).  

 

B.  Land Use Plan (LUP) Conformance 
LUP Name: Little Snake Resource Management Plan and Record of Decision (ROD) 

Date Approved:  April 26, 1989  

 

The Proposed Action is in conformance with the applicable LUPs because it is specifically 
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provided for in the following LUP decisions. 

 

The Proposed Action implements the Resource Management Plan Recreation Management 

objectives on page 25 of the ROD, “Protect and maintain a diversity of outdoor recreation 

opportunities, activities, and experiences and provide high quality visitor services, including 

interpretive information.”  The proposed action of issuing Special Recreation Permits is in 

conformance with the Little Snake RMP/ROD. 

 

C.  Identify applicable NEPA documents and other related documents that cover the 

proposed action. 

 

 Environmental Assessment Record, Little Snake Field Office, SRP Umbrella EA, CO-

100-LS-01-052 EA (June 21, 2001) 

 

D.  NEPA Adequacy Criteria 

 

1.  Is the current proposed action substantially the same action (or is a part of that action) 

as previously analyzed?  Is the current proposed action located at a site specifically 

analyzed in an existing document?   

Yes.  The current proposed actions are part of the proposed actions in the previously approved 

Environmental Assessment Decision Record, Little Snake Field Office, SRP Umbrella EA, CO-

100-LS-01-052 EA.  

 

2.  Is the range of alternatives analyzed in the existing NEPA document(s) appropriate with 

respect to the current proposed action, given current environmental concerns, interests, 

and resource values?  

Yes.  The Environmental Assessment Record, Little Snake Field Office, SRP Umbrella EA, CO-

100-LS-01-052 EA analyzed the environmental impacts of the alternatives of a No Action 

Alternative and a Proposed Action Alternative.  The Proposed Action Alternative was selected as 

the preferred alternative for the SRP Umbrella EA and approved in the Decision Record signed 

June 21, 2001.  The proposed action in this DNA is a part of the listed activities covered in the 

SRP Umbrella EA.  The current environmental concerns, interests, and resource values are 

essentially the same as those in 2001.  No new alternatives have been proposed by the public to 

address current or additional issues or concerns. 

 

3.  Is the existing analysis valid in light of any new information or circumstances?  
Yes.  The Proposed Action would have no disproportionate impacts on minority populations or 

low income communities per Executive Order (EO) 12898 and would not adversely impact 

migratory birds per EO 13186. 

 

 

4.  Do the methodology and analytical approach used in the existing NEPA document(s) 

continue to be appropriate for the current proposed action? 

Yes.  The Environmental Assessment Decision Record, Little Snake Field Office, SRP Umbrella 

EA, CO-100-LS-01-052 EA methodology and analytical approach are appropriate to this 

proposed action. 
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5.  Are the direct and indirect impacts of the current proposed action substantially 

unchanged from those identified in the existing NEPA document(s)?  Does the existing 

NEPA document analyze site-specific impacts related to the current proposed action? 

Yes.  Direct and indirect impacts of the Proposed Action are unchanged from those identified in 

the existing NEPA documents.  The Environmental Assessment Decision Record, Little Snake 

Field Office, SRP Umbrella EA, CO-100-LS-01-052 EA analyzed the direct, indirect, and site-

specific impacts of the area covered under this present proposed action.   

 

6.  Are the cumulative impacts that would result from implementation of the current 

proposed action substantially unchanged from those analyzed in the existing NEPA 

document(s)?  

Yes.  The cumulative impacts that would result from the implementation of the Proposed Action 

would remain unchanged from those identified in the existing Environmental Assessment 

Decision Record, Little Snake Field Office, SRP Umbrella EA, CO-100-LS-01-052 EA.  No 

additional activities have been implemented on either that would change the impacts resulting 

from the Proposed Action. 

 

7. Are the public involvement and interagency review associated with existing NEPA 

document(s) adequate for the current proposed action? 

Yes.  Extensive public outreach through scoping and involvement of the public and other 

agencies occurred during the development of the EA.    

 

E.  Interdisciplinary Analysis:  Identify those team members conducting or participating in the 

preparation of this worksheet. 

 

Name Title Resource Represented  Initials/Date 

Emily Spencer Ecologist Air Quality, Floodplains, 

Prime/Unique Farmlands, 

Surface Water Quality, 

Wetlands/Riparian Zones 

ELS 8/23/11 

Ethan Morton  Archaeologist Cultural Resources, Native 

American Concerns 
EM 8/25/2011 

Louise McMinn Realty Specialist Environmental Justice LM 08/23/11 

Shane Dittlinger Outdoor Recreation 

Planner 

Recreation/Travel Management 
KSD 08/23/2011 

Chris Rhyne Rangeland Management 

Spec. 

Invasive Non-native Species    
CR 8/29/11 

Hunter Seim Rangeland Management 

Spec. 

Sensitive Plants, T&E Plant

  
JHS 8/29/11 

Desa Ausmus Wildlife Biologist T&E Animal  DA 8/26/11 

Marty O’Mara Geologist Ground Water Quality EMO 8/24/11 

Shane Dittlinger Outdoor Recreation 

Planner 

WSA, W&S Rivers, Wilderness 

Characteristics 
KSD 08/23/2011 
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STANDARDS: 

Name Title Standard Initials/Date 

Desa Ausmus Wildlife Biologist Animal Communities DA 8/26/11 

Desa Ausmus Wildlife Biologist Special Status, T&E Animal DA 8/26/11 

Hunter Seim Rangeland Management 

Spec 

Plant Communities 
JHS 8/29/11 

Hunter Seim Rangeland Management 

Spec 

Special Status, T&E Plant 
JHS 8/29/11 

Emily Spencer Ecologist Riparian Systems ELS 8/23/11 

Emily Spencer Ecologist Water Quality ELS 8/23/11 

Emily Spencer Ecologist Upland Soils ELS 8/23/11 

 

Land Health Assessment 
 

This action has been reviewed for conformance with the BLM’s Public Land Health Standards 

adopted February 12, 1997.  This action will not adversely affect achievement of the Public Land 

Health Standards.   

 

 

Conclusion 
 

Based on the review documented above, I conclude that this proposal conforms to the applicable 

land use plan and that the NEPA documentation fully covers the proposed action and constitutes 

BLM’s compliance with the requirements of NEPA. 

 

                                                            

Signature of Lead Specialist___/s/ Shane Dittlinger_________________               Date  08/29/11 

 

 

Signature of NEPA Coordinator__/s/ Barbara Sterling________________  Date  08/30/11 

 

 

Signature of the Authorizing Official   __/s/ Matt Anderson____________  Date  09/01/11 

       

Note: The signed Conclusion on this document is part of an interim step in the BLM’s internal 

decision process and does not constitute an appealable decision. 

 

 

 

Attachments  

Attachment 1 – Stipulations 
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Attachment 1, DOI-BLM-CO-N010-2011-0121-DNA 
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